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THE vedanta AND ITS HEGELIAN CRITICS.	[CHAP. II.
not a pure and absolutely unrelated abstraction in the strictest
sense of the term. Though not capable of verification apart from
the phenomenal world, it is clearly and intelligibly distinguishable
from the latter.1
The conception thus reached is not purely logical but metaphysical,
and a metaphysical abstraction can never be an empty one. It dis-
tinguishes the eternal from the contingent, the real from the phe-
nomenal, and says that except the eternal, and independent of it,
nothing in reality exists.
We view Brahma as Spirit becoming known to man, in and by
reason of its manifestions on itself, as the prizis of all such
manifestations. In doing so^ we do not merely personify or h-ypo-
statise a bare abstraction or spiritualise our impressions, as is
commonly supposed.2
1 Cf. a very instructive statement of
this view in H. Spencer'1 s First Princi-
ples, pp. 87-89, from which a short
quotation is subjoined :—
" Besides that definite consciousness
of which logic formulates the laws, there
is also an. indefinite consciousne&s which
cannot be formulated. Besides complete
thoughts, and besides the thoughts
which, though incomplete, admit of
completion, there are thoughts which it
is impossible to complete : and yet which
are still real, in the sense that they are
normal affections of the intellect. . . .
To say that we cannot know the Ab-
solute, is, by implication, to affirm that
there is an Absolute. In the very denial
of out power to learn what the Absolute
is, there lies hidden the assumption that
it is, and the making of this assumption
proves that tne Absolute has been pre-
sent to the mind, not as a nothing, bat
as a something. . . The Noumenon,
everywhere named as the antithesis of
the   Phenomenon,   is   throughout
necessarily thought of as an actuality.
It is rigorously impossible to conceive
that our knowledge is a knowledge of
Appearances only, without at the same
time conceivina a Beality of which they
are appearances, for appearance with-
out reality is unthinkable. ....
Clearly, then, the yery demonstration
that a definite consciousness of the
Ahaohite is impossible to us, unavoida-

 bly presupposes an indefinite conscious-
ness of it."
Of. also Seth's " Hegelianism and
Personality," pp. 111-12.
2 It is interesting to note that a similar
imputation of a false abstraction has
been made against Plotin-as in that
he arrived at the highest reality and
treated it as having no need of anything
but itself; that in ascending, he had
drawn up the ladder after him and left
himself no possibility of descending
again; yet some way downwards has
to be found. It is argued that if the
One, as complete in itself, has no need to
create and if yet It has created, Ploti-
nus is bound, in some way, to account
for the fact and to cut the knot, if he
cannot untie it. Accordingly, it is said
that in describing the movement down-
wards he has had to take refuge in meta-
phors and analogies. See E. Caird's
4 Evol. Greek Theol.' Vol. 2, pp. 253-4.
In such a movement downwards. Dr.
Caird further asks, with reference to
Spinoza, can one consistently reassert
the reality of that which in one's move-
ment upwards one has denied to be
real ? ibid. p. 230.
Why not ? In tracing the source of a
river you may go up that river and again
come bads by it. The truth is that in
going up you do not deny the reality,
but the independent character of that
reality.

